The intuitive literature on segregation is reviewed and a segregation measure, S, is constructed to embody existing intuitions. (Hornseth, 1947; Williams, 1948; Jahn et al., 1948; Jahn, 1950; Cowgill and Cowgill, 1951; Bell, 1954; Duncan and Duncan, 1955; Cowgill, 1956; Bell and Willis, 1957; Taeuber, 1965; Campbell, et al., 1966; Beauchamp, 1966; Freeman and Sunshine, 1970; Schelling, 1971 On the other hand, the existence of precise measures tends to &dquo;freeze&dquo; data collection and analysis into a more or less standardized mold. This is certainly the case with segregation. The sort of segregation that has been studied empirically using the various measures has very little to do with the phenomenon described by those who have worked intuitively in the natural language (Duncan and
Many social scientists talk about segregation in the same loose intuitive sense that characterizes its use in ordinary discourse (Berry, 1958; van den Berghe, 1960; Tillman, 1961; Clark, t965, van der Zanden, 1972; Hunt and Walker, 1974; Rose, 1974; Berry et al., 1976) . Others, however, have attempted to explicate its meaning and to specify precise conditions for its use by developing measures of segregation (Hornseth, 1947;  Williams, 1948; Jahn et al., 1948; Jahn, 1950; Cowgill and Cowgill, 1951; Bell, 1954; Duncan and Duncan, 1955; Cowgill, 1956; Bell and Willis, 1957; Taeuber, 1965; Campbell, et al., 1966;  Beauchamp, 1966; Freeman and Sunshine, 1970; Schelling, 1971) .
It is obvious that much is to be gained by developing measures of segregation. The use of measures, in contrast to the use of intuitive natural language statements, provides explicit rules that facilitate precise thought and communication about segregation. Moreover, the existence of measures permits the systematic collection and assessment of data.
On the other hand, the existence of precise measures tends to &dquo;freeze&dquo; data collection and analysis into a more or less standardized mold. This is certainly the case with segregation. The sort of segregation that has been studied empirically using the various measures has very little to do with the phenomenon described by those who have worked intuitively in the natural language (Duncan and Duncan, 1955; Freeman and Sunshine, 1970; Schelling, 1971) . [412] Progress has been made in the refinement of measurement concepts and procedures in order to bring them into closer correspondence with intuitive ideas about segregation. But much remains undone. It is the purpose of this paper to move along toward the goal of bringing measures and intuitive ideas closer together. A new and more general index of segregation will be introduced that is closely tied to the intuitive foundations of the concept. It is hoped that this index will provide the precision and utility of measurement without sacrificing the conceptual richness of the natural language concept.
SEGREGATION: INTUITIVE BACKGROUND
As it is used in the natural language, the term segregation refers to restrictions on the access of people to one another. People are partitioned into two or more classes or &dquo;kinds&dquo; and techniques are devised to limit the interaction between members of differing classes.
Nearly 20 years ago, Berry ( 1958: 273) defined segregations as a &dquo;form of isolation which places limits upon contact, communication, and social relations.&dquo; Hunt and Walker (1974: 6) spoke of restriction of contacts between various &dquo;groups,&dquo; Rose (1974: 139) (Berry et al., 1976; Clark, 1965; Tillman, 1961; van der Berghe, 1960) (Frazer, 1935 Rose (1974: 141) [421]
We may designate the females as Ag, the number of females is IIlg = 5, and the number of symmetrical edges is n = 22.
Moreover, the observed number of cross-gender links is e* = 9.
Then assuming edges were generated at random with respect to gender, the expected number of cross-gender edges is and The idea that communicative avoidance is based entirely on gender then, seems unlikely. The fact that cross-gender links are reduced from their random expectation by only 26% suggests that other factors must be operating in this phenomenon.
Under the assumption that edges were generated at random with respect to gender, we can determine the probability that e* < 9. The hypergeometric probability of e* < 9 is .OS 1. Therefore, from these data we cannot strictly rule out the notion that gender is irrelevant to rules for social access in kinship networks.
Another example may be used to illustrate the study of segregation under conditions where there are restrictions on the distri- 
